This work studies the birth of clinical neurology as a medical specialization in relation to Jean Martin Charcot (1825--93). Charcot is presented as the founder of French neurology, and not as the Charcot popularized for his work on hypnotism and hysteria---work which inspired and characterized even the literary fiction of his time. The study of the language used by Charcot holds a privileged place in Dibattista\'s book. Liborio Dibattista, a clinical pathologist with a second degree in philosophy and a PhD in history of science, aims---with the support of computational linguistics---to demonstrate how crucial Charcot\'s work was to the formation of neurology.

In particular, Dibattista analyses a technical and specific language in the neurological domain, using computational and linguistic tools applied to Charcot\'s *Oeuvres complètes*, (1873, 1877, 1887); G B A Duchenne de Boulogne\'s (1806--75), *L\'électrisation localisée et de son application a la pathologie et à la thérapeutique* (1855), and Jules Dejerine\'s (1849--1917) *Sémiologie des affections du système nerveux* (1899). Dibattista uses INTEX, a software package produced by LADL (Laboratoire d\'Automatique Documentaire et Linguistique) at the Université de Marne-la-Vallée. Most interesting is his analysis of "ambiguous terms" not recognized by INTEX. These lexical items are not acknowledged in the neurology specific lexicon, because they refer to certain syndromes and diseases later rejected by modern medicine. These terms can be presented as an example of "*l\'histoire périmée*" of Charcot\'s work---as demonstrated by, for instance, the lifetime of attention he devoted to the ovaries doctrine, which is characterized by its rich linguistic vocabulary and then discarded by neurology. Despite the use of computational technologies, Dibattista\'s work is driven by a historian\'s approach rather than a lexicographer\'s. In fact, he pays particular attention to chronology and background, and provides a context of French neurology.

Dibattista\'s intention is to illustrate the value of a computational and linguistic approach for scientific "corpora" to show and study originality and linguistic "emergences" in relation to fundamental and conceptual "nuclei" in Charcot\'s work. However, by applying his medical knowledge rigorously to the history of medicine, Dibattista produces better results than by using computational linguistics. More interesting than his use of computational linguistics is, indeed, how he analyses the growth of Charcot\'s neurological studies---his method and the subsequent changes in the concepts of French clinical neurology. When Dibattista uses his medical background to clarify these changes in the history of medical ideas, we can appreciate his expert analysis. In this sense a computational linguistic approach is useful for Dibattista because he knows how to interpret data in a specialized medical language. In the case of this experimental and original book, technological tools tell us something about the history of medicine, because Dibattista makes them speak. At the end, technological devices are just an additional support for his studies and cannot be objective in the hands of any historian.

Thus, Dibattista manages better in his analysis of how much Charcot\'s work was a determinant in the formation of a neurological taxonomy. The act of denomination---the creation of a concept---is the first and definitive operation of a science. Therefore, the study of the appearance and transformation of fundamental terms of a science is a major moment in its evolution. Without doubt, a history of medical ideas is the most fruitful approach for a historian trained firstly as a medical doctor. Dibattista astutely chose to privilege this stance rather than a biographical or sociological one, though all these approaches are used to some extent in this work.
